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REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed September 6, 2005 has been carefully considered. 
Reconsideration in view of the present amendments and remarks is respectfully 
requested. 

Applicants have canceled Claims 1-30 and added new Claims 31-54. No new 
matter had been added. 

New Claims 

New Claims 31, 39 and 47 are independent. Claims 32-38 are dependent from 
Claim 31, and basis for Claims 31-38 can be found e.g. at Figure 17 and pages 27-29. 
Claims 40-46 are dependent from Claim 39, and basis for Claims 39-46 can be found e.g. 
at Figure 17 and pages 27-29. Claims 48-54 are dependent from Claim 47, and basis for 
Claims 47-54 can be found e.g. at Figures 3a and 3b and page 16. 

Rejection under 35 USC S102(b) - claims 19-24 and 27-30 

Claims 19-24 and 27-30 stand rejected under 35 USC §102(b) as being allegedly 
anticipated by Machida (US 4,883,710). The applicants have canceled Claims 19-24 and 
27-30 and therefore the rejection is moot. However, AppUcants take this opportunity to 
explain why their new claims are patentable over the Machida reference as well as the 
other art of record. 

Claims 31-38 

Claim 31 recites the method steps of treating a first layer under a first set of 
conditions and treating a thereafter treating the substrate, the first layer, and the second 
layer under a second set of conditions. The first set of conditions and the second set of 
conditions are controlled so that the second layer located on the substrate in the spaces 
between the tracks has no substantial magneto-optical properties, and the second layer 
located on the tracks has magneto-optical properties. In contrast, neither the Machida 
reference nor any of the other cited references teaches or suggests these features of 
AppUcants' claim. Neither the Machida reference nor any of the other cited references 
teaches or suggests that by manufacturing a magneto-optical recording medium under 
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certain controlled conditions the magneto-optical properties of the a first layer can be 
made different fi-om an adjacent layer as is discussed in Applicants' specification e.g. at 
page 28, lines 18-25. 

Claims 39-46 

Claim 39 recites the method steps of treating a first layer under a first set of 
conditions and treating a thereafter treating the substrate, the first layer, and the second 
layer under a second set of conditions. The first set of conditions and the second set of 
conditions are controlled so that compressive stress in the second layer located on the 
tracks is reduced by tensile stress in the first layer. In contrast, neither the Machida 
reference nor any of the other cited references teaches or suggests these features of 
Apphcants' claim. Neither the Machida reference nor any of the other cited references 
teaches or suggests that by manufacturing a magneto-optical recording medium under 
certain controlled conditions the compressive stress in the second layer located on the 
tracks is reduced by tensile stress in the first layer as is discussed in Applicants' 
specification e.g. at page 29, lines 1-7. 

Claims 48-54 

Claim 48 recites the method steps of treating a first layer under a first set of 
conditions and thereafter treating the substrate, the furst layer, and the second layer under 
a second set of conditions. The furst set of conditions and the second set of conditions are 
controlled so that compressive sti-ess in the second layer is reduced by tensile stress in the 
first layer. In contrast, neither the Machida reference nor any of the other cited 
references teaches or suggests these features of Applicants' claim. Neither the Machida 
reference nor any of the other cited references teaches or suggests that by manufacturing 
a magneto-optical recording medium under certain controlled conditions the compressive 
sti-ess in the second layer is reduced by tensile sti-ess in tiie first layer as is discussed in 
Applicants' specification e.g. at page 11, lines 6-11. 
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Rejection under 35 USC S103 

Claims 25 and 26 stand rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Machida (US 4,883,710) in view of Ijcht (US 5,146,361). Also, 
Claims 19-24 and 27-3- stand rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Machida (US 4,883,710) in view of Furuya et al. (J. Mag. Mag. Mat., 
193, March 1999, 143-147. 

These grounds for rejection are moot in view of Applicants' cancellation of 
Claims 1-30. However, Applicants point out that the Furuya article may not be cited 
against Applicants' claims since its date of March, 1999 is later than the priority date of 
Applicants' application. Specifically, Applicants have claimed priority to Japanese 
patent application 10-244156, filed August 28, 1998 and Japanese patent appUcation 11- 
095518 filed April 1, 1999. Certified copies of these two documents and translations to 
English are enclosed herewith for filing. 

Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, AppUcants submit that their new claims are now in 
proper form, and that the claims all define patentable subject matter over the prior art. 
Therefore, Applicants submit that this application is now in condition for allowance. 
Early favorable consideration of this Amendment is earnestly solicited. If, in the opinion 
of the Examiner, an interview would expedite the prosecution of tiiis application, the 
Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attomey at the number indicated below. 



Thelen Reid & Priest LLP 
P.O. Box 640640 
San Jose, CA 95164-0640 
Tel: (408) 292-5800 
Fax: (408) 278-8210 



Respectfully submitted, 
THELEN REID & PRIEST LLP 





Suvashis Bhattacharya 
Reg No. 46,554 
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